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DETAILED ACTION 



1 This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed on 06/06/2008. 

CLAIM STATUS 

2. Claims 1-5 and 7-9 are currently pending in the instant application and have been 
examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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4. Claims 1, 4-5 and 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mattern et al (MATTERNK US 6,763,342 Bl) in view of Marion D. Skeen 
(SKEENX US Patent 6,931,392 Bl). 

As per Claim 1: Mattern discloses a computer system for generating user recommendations for 
a defined knowledge base, the computer system comprising a reasoning model, the reasoning 
model comprising: 

a. a component for storing, maintaining and representing a decision graph definable by 
an author (The user can modify the decision paths, column 5, lines 44-46), the decision graph 
comprising nodes and links between the nodes (a tree structure indicating their relationship, 
column 5, lines 33-54), the nodes comprising a set of decision nodes, and a set of feedback 
nodes, each of the nodes in the decision graph comprising rules defined by the author to define 
links to other nodes in the graph based on a processing of user information including 
probabilistic reasoning (neural networks; column 13, lines 6-9), and for a decision node, to 
request and obtain user information (question and reply nodes, column 6, lines 26-35), and for a 
feedback node, to provide feedback to users (solution nodes, column 6, lines 26-35); 

b. a component to traverse the decision graph and fire the rules defined in the decision 
graph nodes (the reply is evaluated and the knowledge module 208 is accessed to retrieve the 
next node corresponding to the selected reply, column 12, lines 4-10); and 

c. a communication component for communicating the feedback to the users through the 
webserver to assist the users in making decisions regarding a business transaction (The Web 
server 202 acts as the presentation layer of the system 200, column 4, lines 56-67). 
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The Examiner notes that the limitation that the recommendation providing to the user by 
the feedback nodes are either an interim or final recommendation is inherent. If the 
recommendation provided in Mattern is subsequently replaced by another recommendation (i.e. 
updated), then it was an interim recommendation. If it is not replaced, then it was the final 
recommendation. Furthermore, Mattern explicitly discloses that the system will present to the 
user "a series of proposed solutions" (column 4, lines 46-50); thus, it is providing interim 
recommendations . 

Although MATTERN teaches a system and method to access information on the 
Internet and on intranets ( col 1 lines 25-30 ) whereas the knowledge serving component may read 
into memory the entire knowledge module and access the data in memory rather than retrieve 
information for the knowledge module piece-meal (col 1 1 lines 45-55) nevertheless, 
MATTERN does not expressly disclose a decision graph comprising multiple entry points, 
however decision graphs comprising multiple entry points is old and well known in the art. 

HOWEVER, SKEEN does teach a decision graph with multiple entry points 
(See at least SKEEN ". . .provide multiple entry points. . ." Col 12 Lines 1-5) 

THEREFORE, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the teachings of MATTERN with SKEEN so as to 
provide a computer system for generating user recommendations for a defined knowledgebase 
utilizing a decision graph comprising multiple entry points thereby allowing a query to be 
optimized allowing a user to obtain a recommendation or solution to user's query efficiently. 
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As per Claim 4: Mattern discloses a computer system as in Claim 1 above, and further disclose 
the nodes contain no information relating to presentation of data to a user (the retrieved 
information may be assembled with other (page-definition) information stored within the data 
store 221 to create a Web page, column 11, lines 57-67). 

As per Claim 5: Mattern discloses a computer system as in Claim 1 above, and further disclose 
the rules defining links to other nodes in the graph comprise rules accessing and evaluating one 
of: 

a) personalization choices collected implicitly or explicitly from the user (the reply is 
evaluated; column 12, lines 4-16); 

b) static data relating to the user; 

c) a dynamically generated user model; 

d) attributes of elements in the knowledge base, and; 

e) author-related goals. 

As per Claim 7: Mattern discloses a computer system as in Claim 1 above, and further disclose 
the decision graph comprises nodes potentially chaining the decision graph to other decision 
systems (links to external documents may be added to an answer node, column 10, lines 40-49). 
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As per Claim 8: Mattern discloses a computer system as in Claim 1 above, and further disclose 
the rules defining links between nodes in the decision graph utilize one of: weighting systems; 
fuzzy logic systems, and probabilistic reasoning (neural networks, column 13, lines 6-9). 

5. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Mattern 
et al (MATTERNK US 6,763,342 Bl) in view of Marion D. Skeen (SKEENX US Patent 
6,931,392 Bl) in view of Herz et al (HERZ)(US 2001/0014868). 

As per Claim 2: MATTERN and SKEEN disclose a computer system comprising a reasoning 
model as in claim 1 above and further disclose the decision nodes comprise question nodes 
(question and reply nodes, column 6, lines 26-35) and the feedback nodes comprise 
recommendation nodes (solution nodes, column 6, lines 26-35; the solution is presented to the 
user machine, column 12, lines 38-50), but does not explicitly disclose the feedback nodes 
comprise promotion nodes. However, Herz discloses a similar computer system for the 
automatic determination of customized prices and promotions that also automatically constructs 
product offers tailored to individual shoppers in a way that attempts to maximize the vendor's 
profits (paragraph 0004). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include promotional nodes in the combination of 
Mattern and Skeen in order to provide customized prices and promotions which would attempt to 
maximize the vendor's profits ( Herz , paragraph 0004). 
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As per Claim 3: MATTERN . SKEEN and HERZ disclose a computer system as in Claim 2 
above, and Herz further disclose promotional nodes comprising cross-sell and up-sell nodes 
(selects offers from the offer database that are likely to result in profitable sales, paragraph 
[0037]; present selected offers to shopper, paragraph [0038]). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for Mattern to 
promote cross-sells and up-sells in order to maximize the vendor's profits as discussed in Claim 
2 above. 

6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mattern et al 
(6,763,342) in view of Herz et al (US 2001/0014868). 

As per Claim 9: Mattern discloses a computer system for generating user recommendations for 
a defined knowledge base, the computer system comprising a reasoning model, the reasoning 
model comprising: 

a. a processor, and 

b. a memory, including a component for storing, maintaining and representing a decision 
graph definable by an author (The user can modify the decision paths, column 5, lines 44-46), 
the decision graph comprising nodes and links between the nodes (a tree structure indicating 
their relationship, column 5, lines 33-54), the nodes comprising a set of decision nodes, and a set 
of feedback nodes, the decision nodes comprising question nodes and the feedback nodes 
comprising recommendation [and promotion] nodes, each of the nodes in the decision graph 
comprising rules defined by the author to define links to other nodes in the graph, and for a 
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decision node, to request and obtain user information (question and reply nodes, column 6, lines 
26-35), and for a feedback node, to provide feedback to users (solution nodes, column 6, lines 
26-35), 

the rules defining links to other nodes in the decision graph comprising rules accessing and 
evaluating one of: personalization choices collected implicitly or explicitly from the user (the 
reply is evaluated, column 12, lines 4-16), static data relating to the user, a dynamically 
generated user model, attributes of elements in the knowledge base, and 

author-related goals; and utilizing one or more of: weighting systems, fuzzy logic systems, and 
probabilistic reasoning (neural networks, Column 13, lines 6-9), and a component to traverse the 
decision graph and fire the rules defined in the decision graph nodes (the reply is evaluated and 
the knowledge module 208 is accessed to retrieve the next node corresponding to the selected 
reply, Column 12, lines 4-10); and a communication component for communicating the feedback 
to the users through the webserver to assist the users in making decisions regarding a business 
transaction (The Web server 202 acts as the presentation layer of the system 200, column 4, lines 
56-67). 

Mattern does not explicitly disclose the feedback nodes comprise promotion nodes. 
However, Herz discloses a similar system for the automatic determination of customized prices 
and promotions. The system automatically constructs product offers tailored to individual 
shoppers in a way that attempts to maximize the vendor's profits (Herz, paragraph [0004]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include promotional nodes in Mattern in order to provide customized prices and 
promotions which would attempt to maximize the vendor's profits ( Herz , paragraph 0004). 



Application/Control Number: 09/995,239 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3688 

The Examiner notes that the limitation that the recommendation providing to the user by 
the feedback nodes are either an interim or final recommendation is inherent. If the 
recommendation provided in Mattern is subsequently replaced by another recommendation (i.e. 
updated), then it was an interim recommendation. If it is not replaced, then it was the final 
recommendation. Furthermore, Mattern explicitly discloses that the system will present to the 
user "a series of proposed solutions" (column 4, lines 46-50); thus, it is providing interim 
recommendations . 



Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 6/6/2008 have been fully considered but they are moot in 
view of amendment, furthermore have been addressed in the above rejections 

The Applicant argues in reference to Claims 1 and 9, the Mattern does not disclose the 
feedback nodes are configured to provide either an interim or final recommendation to the user" 
(page 10). This has been addressed in the rejections of these claims above. Inherently, every 
recommendation is either an interim recommendation or a final recommendation, depending on 
whether or not a subsequent recommendation (update) is received. Furthermore, Mattern 
explicitly discloses that the system will present to the user "a series of proposed solutions" 
(column 4, lines 46-50); thus, it is providing interim recommendations. 



Application/Control Number: 09/995,239 Page 10 

Art Unit: 3688 

Applicant's request for allowance and withdraw of the most previous Office Action have 
been carefully considered. Applicant's arguments are not persuasive and in view of the recent 
amendments, the current Office Action is made FINAL. 



Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL See MPEP §706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). A shortened statutory period for reply 
to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the 
advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, 
and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL R. STIBLEY whose telephone number is 
(571) 270-3612. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9 a.m. -5 
p.m. EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JAMES W. MYHRE can be reached on (571) 272-6722. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/MICHAEL R. STIBLEY/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3688 
Tuesday, October 14, 2008 



/James W Myhre/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3688 



